INTRODUCTION (first paragraph). The Authors should distinguish
between the application of quantitative ultrasound for possible osteoporosis diagnosis and tentative fracture risk prediction on peripheral anatomical sites (e.g. the heel), which has been widely studied in the past twenty years, and the application of echographic approaches for osteoporosis diagnosis on spine, which has been introduced very recently (Conversano et al: "A novel ultrasound methodology for estimating spine mineral density", Ultrasound in Medicine & Biology 2015; 41(1):281-300).
3. METHODS (paragraph on "Information extraction"). The Authors are encouraged to add the hc index, in order to overcome the limitation represented by the fact that high-quality papers recently published have not been emphasized for their low citations.
4. FIGURE 2B. Why "NIH" and "National Institutes of Health" are considered separately on the graph, although they are summed together in the comment in the text? 5. FIGURE 3. Since there are no graphs in which the experimental points actually show the tendency to reach a kind of "plateau", the Authors should also take into account and comment on the possibility that the increasing trend goes on longer than what expected from the proposed model. 7. DISCUSSION (paragraph on "Strengths and limitations"). In addition to what already suggested regarding the hc index, the adjustment for the population size is a quite easy operation that would improve the accuracy of reported results 8. LANGUAGE. The paper is fairly well written, but a language polishing could be definitely useful both in the abstract and in the main text. Some typos and some Chinese characters should be corrected.
REVIEWER
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GENERAL COMMENTS

1.
Overall:
The Methods section needs to clearly describe everything that is reported in the Results section The Discussion should be linked with the information presented in the Introduction, i.e., why it is important that research in this area progresses, as well as an examination of what was uncovered as opposed to repeating the Results Reporting results about China needs to be supported with a rationale for why this is important to a global audience The manuscript requires editing for sentence structure and grammar Introduction Page 4, Line 49: The reference given is a case study and makes no connection to bibliometrics playing a fundamental role in policy or decision-making Page 4, Lines 52-54: These references refer to bibliometric analyses but given no indication that they played a role in policy or decision-making Page 5, Line 3-11: The objective of the study stated here should be exactly the same as the Objective listed in the Abstract.
Methods
No rationale given for why dates were restricted
No rationale given for why only 2 countries were listed specifically -it is also unclear which "other countries" were searched, or if a generic term was entered It is not clear until the Results section that numerous countries were examined Page 5, Line 26: This sentence could be written more clearly -as well, an ethics statement should also be included at the end of the paper Page 5, Line 49-54: Further explanation is required as to how the two researchers verified the data entry and collection, i.e., What was involved? What could potentially be discrepant that it was necessary to reach consensus? etc.
Page 6, Line 4: It is stated: "Bibliometric indicators, including publication number…" -A full listing of all indicators should be provided for transparency. Using the word "including" suggests that a complete list is not being presented in the Methods.
Page 6, Lines 19-21: The explanation for the h-index could be confusing to readers -consider using an example to clarify "Hotspots" are mentioned in the Abstract but not mentioned in the Methods section
Results
Page 7, Line 24: Indicates that publications have "steadily increased in the past 22 years" but review of Figure 1A shows multiple decreases in the number of publications over the years Similar to many comments above, there is no rationale for why data related to China is included in the Conclusion
Other
List funding statement and role of funders for present study
The use of the PRISMA Checklist is not appropriate for this study as it is not a systematic review of the literature or a metaanalysis
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 Reviewer Name: Francesca Chappell Institution and Country: University of Edinburgh, UK Please state any competing interests: None declared Please leave your comments for the authors below Please note that my comments are restricted to the statistical aspects of the paper only, as I am not an expert in either bibliometrics or spinal ultrasound.
The statistics are mostly simply summary statistics (e.g. percentage of American papers). However, the paragraph at the bottom of page 6 describing the more complex statistical analysis requires changes.
The use of the equation is not well explained. The authors refer to logistic regression (and cite an article for logistic regression), but they are actually using a logistic growth model (they do not provide a reference for this). Referring to their analysis method as logistic regression is very confusing as logistic regression is used to model binary or ordinal outcomes, and a cumulative volume must be continuous. A logistic growth model is not the same a logistic regression model.
Please rewrite this paragraph and provide an appropriate reference. Response: Thank you for your comment. Based on your comment and the standard statistics methods, we realized our mistake to confuse the definition of logistic regression and logistic growth model. The model (f(x)=c)⁄[1+a×e^ ((-b×(x-1994) The paper is generally well-written but there are a few minor issues. Primarily, some of the Discussion and Conclusions focus on China, but this is not reflected in the title. Consider rephrasing to something like: "China's place in the global trends of spinal ultrasound..." or similar. Some of the figures are quite small and may not be readable at A4 page size or on a mobile device. Please see detailed comments in the attached file. Response: Thank you for your constructive comment. We removed the parts of China related discussion and conclusions in order to clarify the purpose and focus of this paper. Secondly, we modified the figures to make it more readable. Thirdly, we didn"t find your attached file. Only reviewer 4 had an attached file including a few detailed issues. We hope that issues appraised by other reviewers might have overlaps with yours, and our revision can meet your requirements. Thank you again.
Reviewer: 3 Reviewer Name: Sergio Casciaro Institution and Country: National Council of Research -Institute of Clinical Physiology, Lecce, Italy Please state any competing interests: None declared The paper describes the evolution of the interest in the application of ultrasound technology on spine, obtained by studying international papers related to spinal ultrasound from 1994 to 2015.
Despite the paper appears to be scientifically and methodologically accurate, there are some issues that should be addressed by the Authors before the paper can be considered for publication:
1. ABSTRACT. The sentence "Literature growth in spinal ultrasound in spinal ultrasound is expanding slowly" should be clarified and better related to the paper content, since data reported by the Authors show that the literature in spinal ultrasound has been continuously growing in the last 22 years. Response: Thank you for your comment. To clarify our opinion, we have changed into "The literature in spinal ultrasound has been continuously growing in the last 22 years, and the expanding speed slowed down after 2010." 2. INTRODUCTION (first paragraph). The Authors should distinguish between the application of quantitative ultrasound for possible osteoporosis diagnosis and tentative fracture risk prediction on peripheral anatomical sites (e.g. the heel), which has been widely studied in the past twenty years, and the application of echographic approaches for osteoporosis diagnosis on spine, which has been introduced very recently (Conversano et al: "A novel ultrasound methodology for estimating spine mineral density", Ultrasound in Medicine & Biology 2015; 41(1):281-300).
Response: Thank you for your comment. We believe that it is a constructive suggestion, so we rewrote the paragraph: "Quantitative ultrasound has been widely used for osteoporosis assessment and fracture risk estimation on peripheral anatomical sites (e.g. the heel), due to its ability of visualizing muscles, tendons and internal organs, capturing their size, structure and pathological lesions. The very recent method reported by Conversano et al. in 2015 showed that the osteoporosis score provided via echographic approaches could be an accurate diagnostic parameter for osteoporosis diagnosis on spine." 3. METHODS (paragraph on "Information extraction"). The Authors are encouraged to add the hc index, in order to overcome the limitation represented by the fact that high-quality papers recently published have not been emphasized for their low citations. Response: Thank you for your comment. For index as we know, we firstly had impact factor to evaluate the citation frequency of a journal. Progressively, we carried our H index for the balance between the citation frequency and quantity. However, since H-index has the limitation represented by the fact that high-quality papers recently published have not been emphasized for their low citations, scholars invented hc-index to overcome the limitation. In addition, we also had g-index to overcome the limitation of the fact that some scholars might published only several paper but with very high quality. Rather than these series index, some researchers invented composite indicators to overcome the limitation of the index mentioned above. As a result, the index is updated by steps, but some of them have little been recognized and adopted by publics (even including the h-index; but the popularization of h-index is much better than hc-index and others). Besides, we obtained the data of h-index directly from WOS database. We believe it is accurate, open and fair, and it is easy to be repetitively counted. On the contrary, the equation of hc-index is more complicated.
In conclusion, we appraised that h-index was better than impact factor, easier to calculate and more acceptable than other h series index. Thank you again.
4. FIGURE 2B. Why "NIH" and "National Institutes of Health" are considered separately on the graph, although they are summed together in the comment in the text? Response: Thank you for your comment. We feel sorry that we uploaded the wrong figure, and we have corrected the mistake. 5. FIGURE 3. Since there are no graphs in which the experimental points actually show the tendency to reach a kind of "plateau", the Authors should also take into account and comment on the possibility that the increasing trend goes on longer than what expected from the proposed model. Response: Thank you for your comment. First of all, we are sorry for the misleading description of the inflection point in the manuscript, and we revise it into "The global inflection point (the growth accelerated speed of papers from the maximum to small) came in 2010." Secondly, we agree with your point of view, so we add the comment: "there is still the possibility that the increasing trend goes on longer than what expected from the proposed model because of the breakthrough of the ultrasonic probe technology and new Imaging algorithm" in the discussion and "the increasing trend of publication number might go on longer than what expected from the proposed model" in the limitation part.
6. DISCUSSION (first paragraph of "Research focuses on spinal ultrasound"). The short literature review reported in this paragraph should be updated taking into account the following paper: Casciaro et al: "New perspectives in echographic diagnosis of osteoporosis on hip and spine", Clinical Cases in Mineral and Bone Metabolism 2015; 12(2):142-150. Response: Thank you for your comment, and we think it would be a great improve of our manuscript to refer that research.
DISCUSSION (paragraph on "Strengths and limitations").
In addition to what already suggested regarding the hc index, the adjustment for the population size is a quite easy operation that would improve the accuracy of reported results Response: Thank you for your comment. According to your suggestion, we reported the adjustment for population size in Table 1. 8. LANGUAGE. The paper is fairly well written, but a language polishing could be definitely useful both in the abstract and in the main text. Some typos and some Chinese characters should be corrected. Response: Thank you for your comment, we have corrected the typos and Chinese characters. Attached please find a summary of items to consider in strengthening the manuscript.
Overall:
The Methods section needs to clearly describe everything that is reported in the Results Section The Discussion should be linked with the information presented in the Introduction, i.e., why it is important that research in this area progresses, as well as an examination of what was uncovered as opposed to repeating the Results Reporting results about China needs to be supported with a rationale for why this is important to a global audience The manuscript requires editing for sentence structure and grammar Response: Thank you for your comment. It is very important for us to improve the quality of our manuscript. According to the detailed issues bellow, we revised our manuscript carefully. With your help, we believe that it is much better now. Thank you.
2. Abstract 1)Objective: Consider clarifying "recent years" by listing dates examined in the bibliometric analysis. Response: Thank you for your comment. We have clarified the "recent years" into "from 1994 to 2015". 2)Methods: Consider explaining what is meant by "hotspots", e.g. putting a definition in brackets. Response: Thank you for your comment. We explained "hotspots" as "keywords of popular scientific fields". 3)Results: The importance of reporting the results for China (ranking 9th) is unclear Response: Thank you for your comment. We deleted parts related to china. 4)Conclusion: Similarly, the importance of reporting the results for China (ranking 9th) is unclear given its ranking Response: Thank you for your comment. We deleted parts related to china.
3. Introduction 1)Page 4, Line 49: The reference given is a case study and makes no connection to bibliometrics playing a fundamental role in policy or decision-making Response: Thank you for your comment. We have revised the sentence: "Policy-and decision making can also find supporting evidence from bibliometric studies". 2)Page 4, Lines 52-54: These references refer to bibliometric analyses but given no indication that they played a role in policy or decision-making Response: Thank you for your comment. We have revised the sentence: "Such bibliometric studies have been progressed in many scientific fields". 3)Page 5, Line 3-11: The objective of the study stated here should be exactly the same as the Objective listed in the Abstract. Response: Thank you for your comment, we have rewritten the objective in the introduction section.
4. Methods 1)No rationale given for why dates were restricted Response: "Since Web of Science began collecting the related papers from 1994, this study analyzed the publication outcomes in recent 22 years (from 1994 to 2015)." It has been explained in the last paragraph of the introduction section. 2)No rationale given for why only 2 countries were listed specifically -it is also unclear which "other countries" were searched, or if a generic term was entered. It is not clear until the Results section that numerous countries were examined. Response: we revised the sentence: "Refining for certain country/region: the country/region was selected the database listed. And the top 20 productive country/region were descripted in this research." 3)Page 5, Line 26: This sentence could be written more clearly -as well, an ethics statement should also be included at the end of the paper. Response: we revised it: "No ethical questions about the data need to be declared since it is an bibliometric analysis." And we move it to the end of the paper. 4)Page 5, Line 49-54: Further explanation is required as to how the two researchers verified the data entry and collection, i.e., What was involved? What could potentially be discrepant that it was necessary to reach consensus? etc. Response: we revised it: "The entered data were listed as followed: publication number, citation frequency, relative research interest, mean number of citations per paper, H-index, impact factor of journals and funding sources. The difference between two researchers need to be discussed by consensus. Finally, two researchers cleaned and analyzed the data in Excel manually." 5)Page 6, Line 4: It is stated: "Bibliometric indicators, including publication number…" -A full listing of all indicators should be provided for transparency. Using the word "including" suggests that a complete list is not being presented in the Methods. Response: we change the word "including" into "were listed as followed". 6)Page 6, Lines 19-21: The explanation for the h-index could be confusing to readers -consider using an example to clarify. Response: we rewrote the paragraph: "The h-index is an author-level metric that attempts to measure both the productivity and citation impact of the publications of a scientist or scholar. In details, h-index means he has h papers, each of which has been cited more than h times. For example, if a researcher have 5 publications A, B, C, D, and E with 10, 8, 5, 4, and 3 citations, respectively, the h index is equal to 4 because the 4th publication has 4 citations and the 5th has only 3. In contrast, if the same publications have 25, 8, 5, 3, and 3 , then the index is 3 because the 4th paper has only 3 citations." 7)"Hotspots" are mentioned in the Abstract but not mentioned in the Methods section. Response: we have revised it. "Hotspots, defined as keywords of popular scientific fields, were calculated and visualizad by VOSviewer."
Results
Page 7, Line 24: Indicates that publications have "steadily increased in the past 22 years" but review of Figure 1A shows multiple decreases in the number of publications over the years examined Response: Thank you for your comment. We can see multiple small decreases by years, but the whole trend is increasing. And the relative research interest reached a peak around 2000-2002, which might related to the study interest on the osteoporosis. As a result, we rewrote this sentence to "the number of publications per year indicated a steadily increased trend in the past 22 years". And added the discussion "As we can find in the Fig.1A , the research interest the relative research interest reached a peak around 2000-2002, which might most related to the study on the osteoporosis as showed in Fig.3 ."
Page 7, Lines 26-31: The top 2 countries are reported, then China (ranked 9th) is reported -There is no rationale for why this is relevant Page 7, Lines 41-46: The top 2 countries are reported, then China (ranked 18th) is reportedThere is no rationale for why this is relevant Page 8, Lines 39-47: No rationale given for why the United States, Germany, and China only are reported here Response: Thank you for your comment. As your suggested, we removed the parts related.
"Hotspot analysis" (Page 8, Line 52+): This is not mentioned in the Methods -as well, it would be necessary to describe to readers how this is done and the value of doing a "hotspot analysis" "Cluster analysis of masterpieces of each research field" (Page 9, Line 39): -The explanation of how this was done belongs in the Methods section -An explanation of what is meant by "masterpieces of each research field" needs to be provided Response: Thank you for your comment. As your suggested, we explained them in the Methods: "Hotspots, defined as keywords of popular scientific fields, were calculated and visualizad by VOSviewer according to the frequency of occurrence of the keyword in the title and the abstract. Cluster of masterpieces of research fields was also visualized based on the citation frequencies from the data of WoS." 6. Discussion Page 10, Line 16-21: The rationale for why studies from 1994+ needs to be moved to the Methods section Response: Thank you for your comments, and we have revised the manuscript as recommended. This part has been moved to methods section.
The Discussion needs a significant amount of work, -Page 10, Line 27: Figure 1A indicates that research has not been increasing yearly Response: Thank you for your comment. We rewrote this sentence to "The global researches on spinal US the applications showed an increasing trend". And added the discussion "As we can find in the Fig.1A , the research interest the relative research interest reached a peak around 2000-2002, which might most related to the study on the osteoporosis as showed in Fig.3 ." -Page 10, Line 36: It is unclear how the United States is the leading country in "quality" of research Response: Thank you for your comment. The United States ranked 1st in h-index, so we indicate that the United States is the leading country in "quality". To clarify it, we revised the sentence: "The United States is the leading country in the world in both quantity (total publication number) and quality (Hindex) of research and application of spinal US." -Page 10, Line 41: Journal of Clinical Densitometry is not mentioned in the Results -if this is a Result, it should not be mentioned for the first time in the Discussion Response: Thank you for your comment. We have deleted it.
-Page 10 (Line 57) and Page 11: There is no rationale given for the extensive examination of China in the Discussion given the lack of significant results in the paper related to this country Response: Thank you for your comment. We have deleted it.
-The Results are repeated (Page 10, Line 26; Page 10, Line 41; Page 12, Line 16; etc.) without a substantial interpretation that is necessary in a Discussion section Response: Thank you for your comment. We have revised it as following: Although the global researches showed an increasing trend, the regression growth model of the cumulative amount showed an inflection point in 2010, which means the growth might become steady and slow. For journals, future development in this filed may still be showcased within Osteoporosis International and Spine since they published the most in the past.
-"Research focuses on spinal US" (Page 12; Line 9+): This is simply providing summaries of studies without context as to why this is important to the bibliometric analysis -it is not explained why the study by Glüer is included -There is mention of spinal disease (osteoporosis, spinal cord injury) in the Introduction but this is poorly incorporated into the Discussion and the Conclusion Response: Thank you for your comment. We have delete the study by Glüer. The paragraph showed the mostly cited studies to help readers know the field quickly, so we added "For the paper mostly cited, the study by Hans et al…". In addition, in the "strength and limitation" part, we incorporated that "This bibliometric study provided bird-view information about the research of application of ultrasound in spine. Readers can comprehend the history of spinal ultrasound and find proper cooperative institutions or authors in a few minutes." 7. Conclusion Similar to many comments above, there is no rationale for why data related to China is included in the Conclusion Response: Thank you for your comment. We have changed the whole construct of the manuscript and removed the related parts.
Other
List funding statement and role of funders for present study The use of the PRISMA Checklist is not appropriate for this study as it is not a systematic review of the literature or a meta-analysis Response: Thank you for your comment. Founders for this study have been added. We have removed the PRISMA Checklist.
